Introduction
The mobility of labor in response to economic and other incentives has been studied by economists and other social scientists in the United States and abroad. Most of the theoretical and empirical work has been concerned with inter-regional or inter-urban mobility. In such a context, it is natural to view relocation decisions by workers as investment decisions made in the expectation of higher private returns. Indeed, a recent review by Greenwood [1975] of the geographical mobility of labor in the United States focuses heavily on the analogy between labor mobility and capital investment.
However, most of the observed mobility behavior of American households is not of an inter-regional character; it consists of movement from origins to destinations within the same county or within the same metropolitan area. Despite the high incidence of mobility, surveys indicate that 40 percent of those who are heads of households in the United States are living within 25 miles of 42 their birthplaces, and almost two thirds are living within 100 miles of their birthplaces [Lansing and Mueller 1967] . This paper focuses on the determinants of short-distance moves within an urban context. The outcomes of these decisions are critical to understanding changes in the spatial character of regions and of metropolitan areas. For example, residential mobility is the proximate cause of changes in the composition and character of urban neighborhoods. The redistribution of the local population reflects changes in the pattern of housing demands and in the network of transportation flows within urban areas. Thus, an understanding of the determinants of residential mobility is not only of intellectual interest to social scientists but also of immediate, practical importance to planners and local officials. This paper presents a descriptive survey of the available evidence on intra-urban mobility and a synthesis of the theoretical contributions by social scientists to understanding the process of residential mobility. Much of the evidence we review has been presented by demographers, economists, geographers, and sociologists. &dquo;Truth-in-packaging,&dquo; however, requires us to admit that this paper is the work of economists-members of a discipline better noted for tendencies toward imperialism than for interdisciplinary inquiry.
Section two is primarily descriptive. It provides a review of the basic facts on residential mobility for the nation as a whole, as available from public sources. Section three summarizes the theoretical perspectives for the analysis of mobility advanced in the social science literature. We outline briefly the major theoretical constructs that purport to explain the incidence of residential mobility. Section four presents a catalog of the empirical regularities reported by a great many researchers, plus our attempt to synthesize and reconcile diverse findings. Most of the results discussed are derived from special surveys sampling households within a single urban area, a particular region, or occasionally in the nation as a whole. Section five presents an attempt to reconcile these theories and the empirical evidence into a unified view of the mobility decision based on measurable concepts. Although this synthesis is from the perspective of economic science, the model does not appear to be radically inconsistent with the contributions of other disciplines. Section six presents some concluding remarks and implications for research.
The basic argument of this paper, which covers our review of more than a hundred empirical studies, is that there are many inconsistent findings on the correlates of residential mobility in urban areas. Surprisingly, however, this ambiguous evidence is not inconsistent with the current state of the theory of mobility-suggesting the largely tautological nature of the theory itself.
The principal feature of the model developed in section five is the distinction between equilibrium and disequilibrium models of behavior. The perspective presented in that section is also distinguished by a treatment of the roles of information, search, and moving costs, and by a formulation of the theory in terms of measurable phenomena.
We wish to emphasize that this paper does not offer the last word on this important issue; also, we offer no new empirical evidence. While many of our remarks may appear to be critical, we hope that our discussion will stimulate the search for improvement in the theoretical model and provide an improved basis for empirical application. 43 We have purposefully limited the scope of this paper, concentrating solely on the determinants of individual household mobility rather than on the implications of mobility for the growth and decline of urban areas or for neighborhood succession. Thus, we give only passing mention to such important, but tangential, topics as &dquo;filtering&dquo; in the housing markets and neighborhood &dquo;tipping&dquo; as related to racial or demographic composition.'
Some Basic Numbers
National data collected by the Current Population Survey, the Decennial Census, and (more recently) by the Annual Housing Survey indicate the incidence of mobility in the nation as a whole and document the relative importance of long-distance migration and short-distance mobility since World War Two. Source U S Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Population Characteristics, Series P-20, No. 285, October, 1975, pp 6-8 1 For a recent statement of the analytical and policy issues involved in "filtering," see Muth [ 1973] or Breuggeman [1975] The most complete analysis of neighborhood "tipping" is found in the review paper by Schelling [1971] . Note also that we ignore several dynamic models of urban areas, such as the NBER model [Ingram et al 1972] Source-Current Population Reports, Population Characteristics, Senes P-20, Nos 22, 28, 36, 39, 47, 49, 57, 61, 73, 82, 85, 104, 113, 118, 134, 141, 150, 156, 171, 188, 193, 210 individual households in an urban context is of principal concern to demographers, economists, sociologists, and many geographers. [1971] , Wolpert [1966] , and L.A. Brown and Holmes [1971] According to this analysis, residential satisfaction is assumed to depend on household characteristics and aspirations, housing unit characteristics, locational characteristics, and the household's social bonds with neighbors and the neighborhood. The dissatisfaction that ultimately results in moving behavior is the direct result of &dquo;changes in the needs of a household, changes in the social and physical amenities offered by a particular location, or a change in the standards used to evaluate these factors (p. 175).&dquo; Factors such as age, income, and duration of residence are not considered to affect directly the decision to move; rather, the decision-making process works through satisfaction.
The second stage in their model is search for an alternate dwelling unit.
This process is restricted to areas with which the household has some familiar-48 ity. The desired outcome of the search process for the household is some idea of the expected level of satisfaction at alternative destinations. This is determined by household characteristics, societal-level factors (social and economic factors largely beyond the control of the household), and the household's range of experience. Once the alternate dwellings have been evaluated, the household makes its decision to move on the basis of (1) the magnitude of its dissatisfaction at the current location, (2) the expected satisfaction with the alternate location, and (3) the costs of moving. Part of the process involves, as mentioned above, revising the household's expectations as a result of searching and thus, perhaps, a revision of the household's current satisfaction.
This model by Speare et al. [1974] is partly an extension of geographers' approaches to mobility models. A representative model is outlined by L.A. Brown and Moore [ 1970] . They view the mobility decision in two phases: (1) the decision to seek a new residence, and (2) the choice of where to relocate. The household at a particular location is exposed to &dquo;stresses.&dquo; It chooses a response to reduce or eliminate these stresses. Clark and Cadwallader [1973] suggest that this locational stress is created in part by problems of accessibility to other parts of the city, neighborhood decay, and changes in socio-economic status, among other variables. Other researchers emphasize the stresses emanating from changes in housing needs, which may result from life cycle effects [L.A. Moore 1972; Wolpert 1964 Wolpert , 1965 Wolpert , 1966 . These authors suggest that stress can be reduced (and &dquo;place utility,&dquo; the satisfaction associated with a particular dwelling unit, increased) by the household in three ways: adjusting its desires, restructuring its environment, or relocating.
The decision to relocate is constrained by the information available to the household (its &dquo;awareness space&dquo;). The normal contacts of a householdthrough the commercial activities, personal and recreational activities, and the daily trip to work-define its &dquo;activity space,&dquo; which is the major source of household information. A secondary source of information-the indirect &dquo;contact space&dquo;-depends on more general forms of communication, such as newspapers. Together, these stimuli define the &dquo;awareness space&dquo; of the household and directly affect the decision to relocate [L.A. Brown and Longbrake 1970, 1969; Clark 1969 ; Moore and L.A. Brown 1970] . L.A. Brown and Longbrake [1970] also suggest that search behavior is timedependent ; therefore, the stresses the household faces are modified as a result of the search process. The household finally makes its decision to relocate or abandon the search, based on its aspirations [Moore 1972] and on its evaluation of alternate available place utilities.
Several economists have approached the problem of explaining intraurban mobility as well, though often with perspectives drawn from the migration literature. For example, Fredland [1974] posits a model in which households obtain satisfaction (utility) from living in a particular housing unit, but there are costs associated with it. The net present value of living in that unit is compared with that of the best available alternate dwelling unit. The household will move if the expected gain exceeds the moving cost. By contrast, and more in the spirit of the sociological work, H.J. Brown [ 1975] has related moving to changes in life-cycle, income, work place, and housing market conditions.
As [1971] conceptualizes its influence on mobility in the following scenario:
The young couple usually starts married life in an apartment, moves to a small house as children begin to appear, shifts to a larger home in the suburbs as the family reaches maximum size, and returns to small residential quarters, often in the central city, when the children leave to establish homes of their own (pp. 180-181). [1974] , using regression analysis on a sample of households from the PhiladelphiaTrenton area, finds the never-married less likely to move than the evermarried. G.S. Goldstein [1970] , using regression methods to analyze a sample of San Francisco households, confirms this finding. Other research, based on survey data from Rhode Island, by Speare et al. [ 1974] finds that the mobility rate of those currently married is lower than that of those who are divorced or separated; also, that this rate decreases with duration of marriage (controlling for age and tenure type). Speare and his colleagues also report that the mobility rate increases with the number of previous marriages. Maisel [1966] , using census data (the 1960 Public Use Sample) for households residing in SMSA's in the western states, finds that a couple is less likely to move than a single person, and that a widowed person is less likely to move than a couple. Chevan's analysis [1971] of household data from Philadelphia-Trenton indicates that mobility rates decline sharply during the early years of marriage, and more slowly after the tenth year. G.S. Goldstein [1970] and Maisel [1966] also find that married couples without children are more mobile than those with children.
By contrast, there is substantial agreement that recent changes in marital status increase household mobility. Pickvance [1973] found that most households move in the first year of marriage, a finding confirmed by Speare et al. [1974] using mobility rates, and by three researchers using regression techniques-Morrison [1972] , analyzing a national sample of households; Fredland [1974] Speare 1974; Speare et al. 1974; Van Arsdol et al. 1968 ]-as well as regression analysis [Fredland 1974 ; G.S. Goldstein 1970; Kain and Quigley 1975; Maisel 1966; Morrison 1971 Morrison , 1972 Weinberg 1975] .
Long [ 1972] reported an independent effect of age and life cycle based on an analysis of a national sample of households; but Okraku [1971] , analyzing San Juan households, found an effect of age only in the household's expansion phase. In addition, Fredland [1974] found that age affected mobility at a declining rate-i.e., the regression coefficient on age is negative but the coefficient on age-squared is positive, and the net effect is negative over the relevant range-and that the age of the household head is not as important for homeowners as for renters in determining mobility.
Sex. The sex of the household head also seems to play a role, although the exact effect is unclear. Goldstein and Mayer [ 1964] examined simple mobility rates among Rhode Island households and found that &dquo;short distance migration ... has been heavily female (p. 12).&dquo; Kain and Quigley [1975] found higher mobility rates in St. Louis for households headed by older females (with or without children) than for other households. Fredland [1974] reported that male unmarried renters were more mobile than females, but that female unmarried homeowners were more mobile than males.
Household Size. There is an ambiguous relationship between mobility and household size, perhaps because of definitional differences among researchers. Rossi [1955] , analyzing simple mobility rates, and Weinberg [1975] , using regression analysis, both found that mobility rates increased with family size. H.J. Brown and Kain [1972] , using mobility rates, and Maisel [1966] , using regression, found decreasing mobility with larger family sizes. H.J. Brown and Kain still find this tendency when controlling for income, education, and age of the head. Fredland's results [1974] , using regression analysis, are mixed. He found a family of two to four persons more mobile than a single person or a larger family unit. Okraku [ 1971 ] asserts that family size has a positive effect on mobility, but only in the household's perception of dwelling unit adequacy.
Household Composition. More important, perhaps, than the number of household members is variation in the composition of households. Kain and Quigley [1975] reported a slight increase in mobility with household size, holding the number of workers and school-aged children constant in a regression, but a slight decrease in mobility with the number of school-aged children, holding the number of persons and workers constant. This finding is confirmed by Long [1972] , who found that for households headed by males and females, the presence of school-aged children restricted mobility. The incremental effect of an additional child beyond the first one was typically less than the first. However, Long did not find any systematic relationship between the number of children and local mobility. Speare et al. [1974] also found that the presence of school-aged children decreased mobility for homeowners, but not for renters. However, Morrison [1972] reported that additional children did not lead to decreased mobility; the results of analyses by Fredland [1974] and by Butler et al. [ 1964] suggest that family composition is not very important in determining mobility.
Changes in family size are highly correlated with mobility. Both H.J. Brown [1975] and Weinberg [1975] , analyzing household data from the San Francisco Bay area, discovered that increases and decreases in family size increased mobility significantly, both for owners and renters. Fredland's results [1974] confirmed this. Chevan's analysis [1971] indicated that for any given marriage duration, the birth of children was associated with higher rates of moving, and that mobility rates were highest around the period of the first birth. Similarly, Fredland [Land 1969] , and many analyses of the behavior of U S households [S Goldstem 1954 , 1958 , Morrison 1967 , 1971a , 1971b &mdash;shows a substantial numberof "chronic movers " As reported in studies on mobility rates [Speare 1970 , Speare et al 1974 and in regression analyses [Land 1969 , Morrison 1967 , recent movers are more likely to move again Alternately, mobility declines with the length of residence Duration of residence seems to be important, even controlling for age [Mornson 1971b ], but Speare [1970] found no effect for owners (mobility declined with duration for renters) 13 See Butler and Kaiser [1971] and McAllister et al [1971] for a discussion of this point at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on August 23, 2010 irx.sagepub.com Downloaded from 54 the results range from no effect of race on mobility for unmarried individuals [Fredland 1974] and nonwhites in general [Morrison 1971] , to a substantially lower probability of moving for black owners [Kain and Quigley' 1975] . Weinberg [1975] [1972] , using cross-tabulation, reported that mobility by income appeared to have an inverted U-shape-with mobility the highest in the middle-income range, a result supported by Wein- berg's regression analysis [1975] . Pickvance [1973] , using mobility rates, and Kain and Quigley [1975] , using regression analysis, found that mobility decreased with income. Fredland's results [1974] suggest a slight increase in mobility with income. The effects of changes in income are clearer. H.J. Brown [1975] reported that rising income increased mobility for owners and renters (decreases seemed to have no effect), but the measure of income change employed was quite crude.
Education. Investigations of the independent effect of education using mobility rates report that more education is associated with higher mobility [Abu-Lughod and Foley 1960; H.J. Brown and Kain 1972; S. Goldstein and Mayer 1964] , or that it had no effect [Long 1972; Morrison 1972; Speare et al. 1974] . Likewise, the results of regression analysis suggest either that there is a slight positive effect [G.S. Goldstein 1970] , or no systematic effect [Kain and Quigley 1975; Weinberg 1975] . One explanation for the ambiguous results for income and education is their typically high correlation, even in micro data.
Occupation. Questions about the effect of occupation on mobility are tied up with social mobility, career patterns, socio-economic status, and workplace stability. The occupation of the head of the household is generally a poor predictor of mobility [Berghorn and Naugle 1973; Goldstein and Mayer 1964; Long 1972; Morrison 1972] . Weinberg [1975] suggested that it makes more sense to think of occupation as affecting the stability of employment at a particular workplace, which in turn affects residential mobility. Some sociologists believe that socio-economic status and upward social mobility play an independent role in moving behavior, but there is no agreement on the importance of these factors.'4 Workplace Location. There is no consensus on the effects of accessibility, workplace location, and workplace change on subsequent mobility. Johnston [1971] has remarked recently that &dquo;whether a change of work place is asso-14 Leslie and Richardson [1961] think that career patterns and upward mobility play a more important role than the life cycle, at least in forming the desire to move Whitney and Grigg [1958] state that 90 percent of local moves are status-related. Moore [1966] suggests that people of lower status are more mobile than others. Goldscheider [1966] wntes that the elderly of lower socio-economic status are less mobile, but Ross [1962] and Butler et al [1964] assert that class or status are ummportant in local mobility 55 ciated with a change of residence is at present only a matter of speculation (p. 327).&dquo; Sociologists, using mobility rate analysis, often conclude that accessibility and work-related reasons provide only minor impetus for residential mobility [Goldstein and Mayer 1964; Speare et al. 1974; Stegman 1969; Thibeault et al. 1973; Zimmer 1973] .
On the other hand, economists find that there is a much stronger relationship. H.J. Brown [ 1975] reported that a decrease in accessibility (measured in time or distance) increases mobility for both owners and renters. Similarly, H.J. Brown and Kain [1972] , using cross-tabulation, and both H.J. Brown [ 1975] and Weinberg [ 1975] , using regression analysis, found that the probability of a residential move is significantly greater when there has been a change of workplace within the same metropolitan area. Similar evidence comes from an examination of changes in employment status. A change in employment status seems to affect mobility, although the direction of that effect is unclear. Weinberg [1975] reported that becoming unemployed raised mobility and becoming employed lowered it. Fredland [1974] found the opposite (for renters).
Retiring seems to increase mobility [Brown 1975 ; Fredland 1974] . Morrison [1972] reported that unemployed men had higher mobility rates than those who were employed. Kain and Quigley [ 1975] discovered that households with retired heads and ones with more than one worker were both less likely to move than others. H.J. Brown [1975] reported curious results for the unemployed : residential mobility increased for renters, but decreased for owners as the number of months of unemployment rose. Also, G.S. Goldstein [1970] found that residential mobility declined with length on the job.
These results in particular must be evaluated with care. Sampling error is likely to be high due to the small fraction of households in the categories examined in each data base.
ECOLOGICAL ANALYSES AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS
Many of these findings about the correlates of individual household mobility are supported by ecological analyses-using mobility rates reported by census tracts or other geographical units as observations. For example, Varady [1974] found that racially mixed neighborhoods typically have higher mobility rate than all white ones; Moore's analysis [1969b] of Brisbane indicated that mobility was inversely related to the average age of census-tract populations and was directly related to the proportion of renter-occupied units.
Several ecological analyses suggest that neighborhood characteristics per se are correlated with household mobility. Stegman [ 1969] and Morrison [ 1972] believe that considerations of neighborhood quality dominate those of accessibility and housing-unit quality, respectively. Clark [1970] considers neighborhood factors to be very important, while Zimmer [1973] rejects dissatisfaction with the neighborhood as unimportant. Overall, it does appear that there are differential effects of individual and household factors on residential mobility in different areas [Speare et al. 1974] .
Little work has been done on the specific neighborhood factors affecting mobility behavior. Droettboom et al. [1971] stated the effect of crime and violence on local mobility for a national sample of households was small, but Greenberg and Boswell [1972] asserted that the perception of deteriorationespecially as related to a fear of crime-was an important motivation for mobility among households in New York City. Boyce [ 1969] and Moore [ 1972] reported that low evaluations of housing and neighborhood quality lead to greater mobility. Overcrowding within a dwelling unit also tends to increase mobility [Fredland 1974; Goodman 1974] . Housing market considerations also seem to matter. Grigsby [ 1963] stated that, in principle, mobility should be affected by the price and availability of alternate dwellings. Weinberg [ 1975] has found that the tightness of the housing market (as measured by mortgage rates) is inversely related to household mobility. The distribution of public services and taxes in relation to the distribution of income and wealth may also provide motivations for mobility, at least according to an analysis by Aronson and Schwartz [ 1973] .
A Synthesis
Our view of residential mobility is close to that expressed by Rossi [1955] , although it is framed in the language of utility maximization. In our view, a useful model of residential mobility must be based on measurable concepts, regardless of whether they are called &dquo;stress,&dquo; &dquo;dissatisfaction,&dquo; or factors which decrease &dquo;place utility.&dquo;
The mobility model developed in this section relies on one very simple concept: if the dollar value of the benefits derived by moving to a new dwelling unit exceed the costs associated with that move, a household will be more likely to move. Below, we expand this concept and suggest a measure of the benefits to be gained from moving. Even though the model is explicitly economic in character, we believe that its implications are quite general and that it can be used to quantify the notion of &dquo;dissatisfaction&dquo; for empirical testing. In the next section, we suggest how this model might be operationalized.
The conventional economic models of residential location [Alonso 1964; Muth 1969] derive the equilibrium pattern of residential location and housing consumption'S for urban households in a frictionless and static environmentin a world of perfect information, with zero transaction costs and with no moving costs. The results derived from such models are &dquo;equilibrium&dquo; in the sense that under unchanged conditions, no household has an incentive to move. Given that a particular household does decide to move in this idealized world, its choice of location is a straightforward application of the same theory.
What, then, governs the decision to move in such a frictionless world? The decision to move in an Alonso-Muth world would be perfectly predicted by changes in any of the parameters which taken together define a household's equilibrium, or utility-maximizing, consumption of housing services:
1 In principle, the loss suffered by a household by not moving is measurable. That loss would be the amount of money required at the current residential location and quantity of housing consumed required to make the household as well off as it would be if it were currently consuming its preferred quantity of housing services at the optimal location. This amount of money, the income equivalent of the disequilibrium, is a cardinal measure of the &dquo;dissatisfaction&dquo; or &dquo;stress&dquo; attributable to housing consumption. In the appendix, we illustrate the derivation of the disequilibrium for various demand functions for housing.
In common with the approach of Speare et al. [ 1974] , our simple model 16 A third consideration is that the appropriate measure of housing services is more complex than is implied by the simple location model&mdash;in particular, a significant element m housing services is distinct from those services provided by a dwelling unit, a structure, or a parcel This broader concept of the notion of housing, termed "neighborhood services" by de Leeuw and Struyk [1975] , complicates the measurement problem m making empirical statements about the propensity to move See Section Six 17 A recent paper by Muth [1974] emphasizes the importance of moving costs in affecting housing choice and in explaining variations in the income-housing expenditure relation over the life cycle Throughout the analysis, however, Muth assumes that the decision to move is itself a completely random event. In fact, his analysis assumes that "moves are exogenous to the decision of how much housing to consume" (p 108) 18 For homeowners, these latter costs include brokers' fees, the costs of title search, and other closing costs Empirical evidence suggests that for homeowners, these may be on the order of 10 to 20 percent of annual housing expenditures [Shelton 1968 The lack of perfect information implies that the mobility threshold and the search threshold may vary considerably, even for otherwise identical households with the same moving costs. This factor introduces a stochastic element into an otherwise deterministic model. Thus, it should still be true that the probability of searching and the probability of moving will be greater for households with lower moving and transaction costs, and for households with larger &dquo;gaps&dquo; between their equilibrium and current levels of housing consumption.
This analysis can again be contrasted with the model of Speare et al. [1974] , which asserts that highly satisfied households do not consider moving-even when, if the household looked, it would discover high benefits to be gained from moving and low costs. It is true that a household whose level of housing consumption is close to equilibrium will have a lower probability of engaging in an active search. However, any information that revises the prior distribution of housing prices (e.g., free information) or that changes search or moving costs will affect the expected gain from investing in a search. Thus, we may expect that even highly &dquo;satisfied&dquo; households may find it profitable to engage in search activity.
Concluding Remarks and Implications for Research
The theoretical perspective developed in Section Five is useful in evaluating the sometimes inconsistent body of empirical literature on the correlates of moving behavior reviewed in Section Four. The most consistent finding of that literature is the importance of variables measuring changes in household characteristics relative to those measuring levels.
We interpret this as evidence that mobility is a response to changes in the demand for housing services. Our theoretical perspective is also consistent with the finding that mobility is responsive to changes in neighborhood public services, that mobility is lower for owners than for renters, and that mobility is 60 inversely related to the length of tenure. Our analysis further suggests that much of the ambiguity in the reported results about the influence of particular levels of household characteristics (family size, income, and the like) arises because these variables have not been related explicitly to the demand for housing services or to the costs of moving.
Empirically specifying a model of residential mobility based on the costs and benefits of moving is possible at several levels of aggregation. The benefits of moving are measured by the gain to the household of eliminating any discrepancy between observed and equilibrium housing consumption. The gain might be measured in several ways. For example, as illustrated in the Appendix, the gain could be measured as the income equivalent of the disequilibrium, conditional on the demand curve for housing services. Alternatively, if the demands for particular components of housing services can be specified (e.g., the demands for space, quality, and locational attributes),22 the benefits can be measured as deviations from equilibrium consumption in several dimensions.23
From this perspective, much of the existing empirical work on mobilityregressions relating the probability of moving to income and to household demographics-can be viewed as specifications of a reduced-form equation relating moving propensities to those demographic changes-in income, family size and composition, and so on-which change the equilibrium demand for residential housing, rather than as specifications of the structural equation including explicit measures of the benefits and costs of moving. Our analysis suggests that a model explicitly including these costs and benefits would go a long way toward resolving apparent inconsistencies in the empirical literature.
APPENDIX
This appendix indicates how the income equivalent of disequilibrium, the cardinal measure of dissatisfaction discussed in Section Five, can be inferred from market information using several familiar representations of household preferences and demand functions. The income equivalent (E) is defined as the amount of additional income that would make the household as well off at its initial position (without moving) as it would be if it moved to its equilibrium position.
If the household utility function is known, the Hicksian income equivalent (EH) can be estimated in a straightforward manner. For illustration, assume the utility function is Cobb-Douglas in housing (H) and other goods advantage of relative simplicity in empirical work; but it assumes that all components of "housing services" are fully capitalized into market pnces and that households are indifferent to different housing configurations which rent at the same price. The second strategy is clearly more difficult to implement empirically. An analysis by Goodman [1976] measures disequilibrium ( 
